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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed on 04/11/07 after final rejection. Since this application 
is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 
CFR 1 .1 7(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been 
withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 04/11/07 has 
been entered. 

2. Claims 1-12 and 31-46 are cancelled. Claims 13-30 are pending. 

3. The 35 USC Section 102 rejections based on Krueger et al. (US 4,552,714) are 
withdrawn because Kruger does not teach the expendable layer A is readily peelable 
from the adhesive layer as presently claimed. 

4. The 35 USC Section 102 rejections based on Ohya et al. (US 4,567,090) are 
withdrawn because Kruger does not teach the expendable layer A is readily peelable 
from the adhesive layer as presently claimed. 

5. The 35 USC Section 102 rejections based on Korpman (US 4,379,806) are 
withdrawn because Kruger does not teach the expendable layer A is readily peelable 
from the adhesive layer as presently claimed. 

6. The 35 USC Section 1 02/1 03 rejections to claims 1 3-22 based on Katsuki et al. 
(US 4,427,743) are withdrawn, because Katsuki does not teach or suggest the 
expendable layer A is readily peelable from the adhesive layer as presently claimed. 

7. A new ground of rejection is made in view of Pedginski et al. (US 5,882,753). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102/103 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 13-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated Pedginski 
et al.(US 5,882,753). 

Pedginski teaches extrudable release coating, specifically Pedginski teaches a 
release-coated film, an adhesive tape comprising a release-coated film (abstract). 
Further, Pedginski teaches that adhesives used in the present invention can be 
coextruded with the release layer alone (column 10 lines 29-35). Further, the release 
coating of Pedginski comprises thermoplastic polymers such as polyethylene and 
polypropylene (column 8 lines 53-55 and lines 65-67, column 9 lines 1-5). Moreover, 
the adhesive layer of Pedginski includes thermoplastic adhesives such as poly-alpha- 
olefin and polyurethane (column 9 lines 22-26). The release coating of Pedginski is 
inherently peelable from the adhesive layer, because such is the intended use of the 
release coatings in the adhesive art (see column 1 lines 15-22). The Examiner is 
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equating the release coating of Pedginski comprising thermoplastic polymer as an 
expendable polymeric layer A and the adhesive layer of Pedginski as the thermoplastic 
adhesive layer B. Accordingly, Pedginski anticipates the claimed invention. 

9. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as anticipated by or, in the 
alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Pedginski et al. (US 5,882,753). 

Given that Pedginski teaches what has been set forth above, and especially with 
regards to claim 13, it is the Examiner's position that the expendable polymeric layer of 
Pedginski would necessarily have a tensile strength greater than the mechanical bond 
between the thermoplastic adhesive layer and the expendable polymeric layer. Support 
for said presumption is based on the fact that the two layer co-extruded A-B composite 
sheet of both inventions i.e. that of Applicant and Pedginski comprises an expendable 
polymeric layer A comprising a polyolefin material and a thermoplastic adhesive layer B. 
The product of Pedginski and Applicant is structurally and compositionally equivalent. 
Therefore, the presently claimed properties would have been present. The burden is 
upon Applicant to prove it otherwise (see In re Fitzgerald, 205 USPQ 594). In addition, 
the presently claimed properties would obviously have been present once the invention 
of Pedginski is provided (see In re Best, 195 USPQ at 433, footnote 4 CCPA 1977). 
Accordingly, Pedginski anticipates or strongly suggests the claimed invention. 

1 0. Claims 1 8-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Pedginski et al. (US 5,882,753). 

The invention of Pedginski is previously disclosed. Although, Pedginski does not 
explicitly teach adhesive layer comprising plurality of individual adhesive layers, it would 
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have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to provide plurality of individual adhesive layers, motivated by the desire to 
enhance the strength of the adhesive layer and strongly bond the adhesive sheet to a 
substrate. 

As to the claim requirement of the thickness of the polymeric layer and the 
thermoplastic polyurethane layer (adhesive layer), Pedginski does not disclose the 
thickness of the polymeric layer of the polyurethane adhesive layer, however Takagi 
discloses the general conditions of a claim, specifically Takagi discloses a two-layer co- 
extruded A-B composite sheet having an expendable polymeric layer A comprising a 
polyolefin and thermoplastic adhesive layer B comprising polyurethane. Therefore, 
absent any unexpected results, choosing the thickness of the polymeric layer and the 
adhesive layer would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, motivated by 
the desire to form a composite sheet with suitable strength and flexibility. 
1 1 . Claims 22, 23, 25-27, 29 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 02(b) as 
anticipated by or, in the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Katsuki et 
al. (US 4,427,743). 

Katsuki teaches a laminated panel for use as safety glasses for vehicle (Column 
4, lines 61-62) having good transparency (Column 2, lines 38-39). The laminated panel 
of Katsuki is comprised of a plastic sheet and a glass sheet (abstract). Figure 2 of 
Katsuki shows, a laminated panel comprising a cushioning layer 4 sandwiched between 
the two plastic sheets 3A' and 3B' (Column 5, lines 26-30). Additionally, Figure 2 of 
Katsuki discloses layers 1A', 2A', 2B' and 1B'. According to Katsuki et al., fabrics made 
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from polypropylene fibers can be embedded in the plastic sheets (Column 9, lines 9-1 1 
and Column 9, lines 25 and 27). The Examiner is collectively equating layers 
1 A72A73A/ and 3B72B71 B' of Katsuki as an expendable polymeric layer comprising a 
polyolefin material layer A respectively. Moreover, the cushioning layer 4 of Katsuki is 
made from resins such as copolymer of ethylene and vinyl acetate and polyurethane 
(Column 5, line 54-55) and has sufficient tackiness or adhesiveness (Column 7, lines 
44-47). Thus, the cushioning layer 4 of Katsuki is equated to the thermoplastic 
adhesive layer B. This interpretation of Katsuki's disclosure meets the claim 
requirement of A-B-A composite sheet. 

Regarding claim 26, the polyurethane based cushioning layer of Katsuki reads on 
the thermoplastic adhesive layer B made of polyurethane. With respect to claim 27, at 
column 6, line 42, Katsuki et al. teach two cushioning layers (Column 6, line 42). With 
respect to claim 29, at column 12, line 65, Katsuki et al. teach a polyurethane layer with 
thickness of 2 mm, which equates to 0.079 in (using 1 mm = 0.039 in). 

With respect to the recitation "co-extruded A-B-A composite sheet", the said 
recitations are directed to a product by process limitations. The products by process 
claims are not limited to the manipulations of the recited steps, only the structure 
implied by the steps. "Even though product by process claims are limited by and 
defined by the process, determination of patentability is based on the product itself. The 
patentability of a product does not depend on its method of production. If the product in 
the product by process claim is the same as or obvious from a product of the prior art, 
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the claim is unpatentable even though the prior product was made by a different 
process." In re Thorpe, 227 USPQ 964, 966 (Fed. Cir. 1985). 

Once the Examiner provides a rationale tending to show that the claimed product 
appears to be the same or similar to that of the prior art, although produced by a 
different process, the burden shifts to applicant to come forward with evidence 
establishing an unobvious difference between the claimed product and the prior art 
product. In re Marosi, 218 USPQ 289, 292 (Fed. Cir. 1983). In the instantly claimed 
subject matter, the composite sheet of the applicant comprises an expendable 
polymeric layer A, a thermoplastic adhesive layer B, and an expendable polymeric layer 
A (A-B-A) as claimed. As previously disclosed, Katsuki discloses a laminated panel 
comprising A-B-A composite sheet. Thus, the laminated panel of Katsuki is similar to 
the applicant's co-extruded A-B or A-B-A composite wherein A is an expendable 
polymeric layer and B is a thermoplastic adhesive layer. 

With respect to claims 21 and 30, Although Katsuki does not explicitly teach the 
claimed property of the expendable polymeric layer having a tensile strength greater 
than the mechanical bond between the thermoplastic adhesive layer and the 
expendable polymeric layer, it is reasonable to presume that said property is 
necessarily present in the laminated panel of Katsuki et al. because like material has a 
like property. The applicant is using an expendable polymeric layer and a thermoplastic 
polyurethane adhesive layer to form a composite sheet and Katsuki also disclose a 
laminated panel comprising a plastic sheet and a cushioning layer made of a 
polyurethane layer wherein the polyurethane layer has sufficient adhesiveness. Thus, 
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the laminated panel of Katsuki et al. is similar in structure to the composite sheet of the 
present invention. Thus, the presently claimed property of the expendable polymeric 
layer having a tensile strength greater than the mechanical bond between the 
thermoplastic adhesive layer and the expendable polymeric layer would have been 
present. 

12. Claims 24 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Katsuki et al. (US 4,427,743) as applied to claim 22 above, and further in view of 
Friedman et al. (US 6,159,608). 

The invention of Katsuki is previously disclosed. According to Katsuki, there is 
no limitation on the material of the plastic sheet and transparent resins with moderate 
flexibility and strength that can be used as plastic sheets (Column 5, lines 3-7). Katsuki 
is silent with respect to teaching the polymeric layer made of polyethylene and the 
thickness of the polymeric layer from 0.003 in to 0.01 in. However, Friedman discloses 
high clarity optical and safety glass laminates (abstract) used in the automotive industry 
(Column 1, lines 10-13). Additionally, Friedman discloses polyethylene based films 
having high clarity, very high moisture resistance, high UV light stability, and good heat 
resistance (Column 3, lines 18-22) used as an interlayerfilm in forming laminated glass 
product. Regarding claim 28, the thickness of the polyethylene film of Friedman is from 
0.125 mm to 1 .0 mm (column 6 lines 48-50), which converts to 0.0049 in to 0.039 in 
respectively (using 1 mm = 0.039 in). Thus, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use a polyethylene film of 
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Friedman with a given thickness as a plastic sheet of Katsuki, motivated by the desire to 
provide a laminated panel with high clarity. 

Response to Arguments 

1 3. Applicant's arguments filed on 04/1 1/07 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

102/103 type rejections in view of Katsuki are maintained for the following 
reasons. The applicant argues that Katsuki does not disclose three layer A-B-A 
composite sheet but rather discloses a five-layer composite. The examiner 
acknowledges that Katsuki reference discloses a five-layer composite; however note 
that the claim language does not explicitly exclude other layers. Additionally, as set 
forth in this Office Action, the Examiner's interpretation of Katsuki's disclosure is 
different from Applicant's interpretation. As stated previously, The Examiner is 
collectively equating layers 1A72A73A/ and 3B72B71B' of Katsuki as an expendable 
polymeric layer comprising a polyolefin material layer A respectively. Moreover, the 
cushioning layer 4 of Katsuki is made from resins such as copolymer of ethylene and 
vinyl acetate and polyurethane (Column 5, line 54-55) and has sufficient tackiness or 
adhesiveness (Column 7, lines 44-47). Thus, the cushioning layer 4 of Katsuki is 
equated to the thermoplastic adhesive layer B. This interpretation of Katsuki's 
disclosure meets the claim requirement of A-B-A composite sheet. 

It is noted that Applicant has generally shown disagreement with the Examiner's 
rejections of claims 15, 19, 24, and 28. However, Applicant has not pointed out any 
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specific errors in the Examiner's rejection, therefore the Examiner's comments set forth 
above in this Office Action are equally pertinent to the rejection of these claims. 
Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Anish Desai whose telephone number is 571-272-6467. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 8:00AM-4:30PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Terrel Morris can be reached on 571-272-1478. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Elizabeth M. Cole/ 
Primary Examiner, 
Art Unit 1771 
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